INTRODUCTION
Although the concept of codification originated in the civil law system, 1 most civil law countries do not appear interested in creating a statute specifically for evidence. 2 Rather, in most civil law countries, the rules governing evidence are typically scattered among various procedural statutes. 3 Zhang Baosheng, a leading scholar in China's evidence law reform, found that as of 2008, no civil law county has a unified set of evidence rules. 4 Judges in civil law countries generally follow the principle of free evaluation of evidence (ȴ↱ᔃ̳), which is highly discretionary. 5 Because evidence law had not been a specialized area of law in civil law countries, law schools in these countries usually do not teach evidence law as a separate subject. 6 On the other hand,
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almost counter-intuitively, 7 sophisticated evidence statutes first appeared in common law countries, which had traditionally relied mainly on case law, 8 a representative example being the U.S. Federal Rules of Evidence (hereinafter the "FRE"). 9 However, China seems to be headed toward breaking with this tradition. Like in other civil law countries, the code-based legal system in China currently still does not have an evidence statute. Following China's judicial reform in the late twentieth century, unprecedented efforts have been directed toward the study and development of evidence law in China over the past decade, 10 prompting some scholars to refer to these efforts an "evidence legislation movement" (hereinafter the "Movement"). 11 The Movement has been fruitful and influential; for instance, it led to the 2012 amendments to the Criminal Procedure Law 12 and the Civil Procedure Law. 13 Recent components of the movement include two sets of significant proposed judicial interpretations: The first set, which is named the
Uniform Provisions of Evidence of the People's Courts (Proposal for Judicial Interpretations and Drafting Commentary) (hereinafter the "2008
Evidence Provisions"), 14 resembles the FRE 15 in a number of 7. Wu Danhong, supra note 2 (calling this phenomenon an "inexplicable paradox"). 8. Yi Yanyou, supra note 1, at 81-82 (discussing the history of enacting evidence statutes in Indiana, the U.K., and the U.S.).
9. E.g., Id. at 80 (commenting that the legislation of evidence law has reached a high level in common law countries; "particularly, the U.S. Federal Rules of Evidence is an outstanding representative"); He Jiahong (ԩᆊᓬ), Zhengju Fa Gongneng zhi Tantao (᪅⊩࿁Пᩬ) [ 16 has lost some of the previous similarities with the FRE. The Supreme People's Court and legal scholars are currently working on a third draft that is scheduled to be published in 2015. 17 Putting the Movement in a global context, several questions come to mind: How does globalization influence the Movement? How do local factors interact with globalization in the process of this legal transplant? 18 How does China's experience with reforming evidence law reflect China's approach to legal transplant in the globalization context?
The authors analyze the latest developments of the Movement as a case study to explore the mechanism of globalization in the setting of a legal transplant. Part I provides a brief summary of the latest developments of the Movement. Part II explores theories related to the relationship between globalization and changes to national law. Part III highlights several aspects in the 2008 Evidence Provisions and the 2012 Evidence Provisions from a comparative law perspective, to look into the interaction between local factors and global factors in the Movement. Part IV concludes that China's approach to its evidence law reform, viewed in a globalization context, reflects a convergence of traditional local elements and modern elements, instead of a duplication of foreign laws.
I. DEVELOPMENT IN CHINA'S EVIDENCE LEGISLATION MOVEMENT
To date, China's officially promulgated evidence-related rules are spread throughout its statutes of civil procedure, criminal procedure, 21 and twelve rules in the 1991 Civil Procedure Law. 22 These rules were mostly simple expressions of general principles. 23 For example, the 1996 Criminal Procedure Law provides that "collection of evidence using unlawful means, such as intimidation, entrapment, and deceit, is strictly prohibited"; however, the statute did not provide any effective mechanism to carry out this principle (e.g., no consequences attached to its violation). 24 Also, almost half of the evidence rules in these statutes were either identical or substantially similar. 25 Before the Movement, the concept of "evidence law (̳⇕ऄ_)" was rarely mentioned or studied among China's legal academia. 26 Although the subject of "evidence (̳⇕_)" did exist, scholars usually associated it with the science of procurement and authentication of evidence, but not with legal rules governing the introduction and evaluation of evidence in court. 27 However, in recent years, enthusiasm among Chinese legal scholars and practitioners for evidence legislation has been unparalleled. 28 Since 2000, academic publications about evidence have flourished; law journals emphasizing evidence appeared; academic institutes specializing in evidence emerged in top law schools; and in 2006, China University of Political Science and Law established the nation's first doctoral degree program in evidence law. 29 The Movement brought about significant changes in the existing procedural law in China, and is getting closer to the goal of enacting a specialized evidence statute: 35 All three amendments contained significant additions and changes to articles concerning evidence. 36 The 2012 Criminal Procedure Law, for the first time, included language requiring human rights protection: For example, it granted criminal defendants the right to counsel and the right against selfincrimination-both rights had never been recognized in China's legal system before this amendment. 37 It also improved rules concerning witness testimony in court, added exclusionary rules and rules concerning witness protection and compensation, and adopted the "beyond a reasonable doubt" standard. 38 The 2012 Civil Procedure Law improved rules concerning witness testimony in court and authentication; and added a rule regarding witness compensation. 39 
A. Legislation and Judicial Interpretations
B. Experimental Drafting Projects
Although the formal legislation process has not yet separated evidence law from traditional procedural statutes, scholars have created various drafts of specialized evidence statutes. 40 Resulting in significant milestones for the progress of evidence legislation in China, the Supreme People's Court has recently devoted substantial attention to two influential experimental projects, namely, (1) the 2008 Evidence Provisions project, 41 and (2) the ongoing 2012 Evidence Provisions project. 42 The Political Science and Law (hereinafter the "CUPL Evidence Institute") to draft a set of judicial interpretations. 43 The participants of the project contemplated that the 2008 Evidence Provisions would serve as a basis for a comprehensive set of evidence rules in the form of judicial interpretations, which, if approved, would eventually be promulgated by the Supreme People's Court; and at an appropriate time, this set of judicial interpretations could later serve as a blueprint for a formal evidence code. 44 This contemplated path resembles that of the FRE, which was first adopted by the U.S. Supreme Court in 1972 before it was officially enacted by the U.S. Congress in 1975. 45 In China, the common law concept of "precedents" does not exist-prior judicial opinions do not bind later cases in any court. Judicial interpretations rendered by the Supreme People's Court are, however, binding authorities for later cases. 46 To create an entire draft statute based on judicial interpretations is unprecedented in China. Scholars believed that this creative approach would foster experimentation and provide more flexibility, which would allow for later adjustments and ultimately speed up the promulgation of a comprehensive set of evidence rules. 47 In April 2008, the Research Office of the Supreme People's Court delegated the CUPL Evidence Institute to pilot the 2008 Evidence Provisions in seven lower courts, 48 and the drafting group further amended the draft in 2010 based on feedback from the pilot program. 49 The 2008 Evidence Provisions consist of seven chapters and contain 172 provisions, 50 and were, to a significant extent, modeled on the 63 the newer provisions were mainly based on existing statutes and judicial interpretations in China. 64 Notably, the drafting notes for the 2012 Evidence Provisions cite only to sources of law in China. The text of the 2012 provisions reads much less like the FRE, and appears to have incorporated more local factors adapting to China's social and legal custom. 65 The participants of the 2012 Evidence Provisions project aim to publish a third draft in 2015. 66 In August 2013, a conference was held for this project in Anhui Province. 67 In his address during this conference, Shen Deyong, the Vice-Chief Justice of the Supreme People's Court and the lead expert of the project, emphasized that the 2015 draft should focus on reflecting the characteristics of China's society and legal system, while drawing inspiration from external sources including evidence rules in various common law countries, civil law countries, and international treaties. 68 
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II. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK OF GLOBALIZATION APPLICABLE TO LEGAL TRANSPLANTS
Legal transplants involve moving a rule or a system of law from one country to another, or from one people to another. 69 They have been common since the earliest recorded history. 70 In the contemporary world, the reach of globalization has spanned beyond the movement of goods, services, and capital. 71 Globalization now encompasses the flow of ideas around the world, and increasingly influences the legal and social institutions in individual nations. 72 Legal transplants, therefore, inevitably interact with globalization. However, when analyzing legal or cultural changes, scholars have different understandings of globalization.
A. Convergence or Not?
Whether globalization is leading to a worldwide convergence in law is the subject of much debate. 73 Some scholars have viewed globalization as a process of convergence 74 featuring homogenization and deterritorialization, 75 which dilute nationalism and local identities. 76 Other scholars have observed the "limits" of globalization, 77 warning that we should not exaggerate the extent of globalization. 78 77. HALLIDAY & CARRUTHERS, supra note 71, at 427 ("In view of the limits revealed by a recursive approach to globalization of law and markets, we take issue with strong theories of globalization.").
78. Id. at xxi ("Simplistic convergence arguments became something of a dead horse to be ritually flogged while noting the limits of globalization and criticizing exaggerated claims about its effects.").
that, although "there has been significant convergence in the formulation of global norms for corporate bankruptcy law, . . .
[c]onsiderable variation occurs across nations, time, and jurisdictions"; and that "[l]ocal rules are changed by their encounter with the global, but they do not mirror or reproduce it slavishly." 79 To explain why "strict conformity [of global norms] among nation-states is found nowhere," 80 scholars have resorted to theories such as the recursivity model, 81 institutional inertia, 82 the psychological value of territorial identity, 83 and so forth. A common trait of these theories is that they all contend that local factors, such as local culture, sentiment, or institutional tradition, act as barriers against a complete global integration, and in that sense, "limit" globalization.
Both views indicate that many scholars, explicitly or implicitly, saw globalization as a process leading to a complete integration and convergence. 84 However, Alan Watson believed that, in the context of legal transplants, perhaps it is unnecessary and unreasonable to expect a complete unification in most areas of law. 85 Thus, an alternative interpretation of globalization may be better suited for analyses in the context of legal transplants-for example, the modernization theory. 86 
B. Modernization
Some scholars argued that globalization is a process of modernization. 87 83. WATSON, supra note 18, at 101 (concluding that variation in transplanted law is more bout "the psychological value of having one's own legal system").
84. As discussed above, scholars holding the convergence argument explicitly interpreted globalization as a process of integration and convergence. Scholars who observed the "limits" of globalization implicitly adopted the same meaning of the term "globalization"-by describing phenomena short of a complete worldwide convergence as the "limits" of globalization.
85. WATSON, supra note 18, at 100 ("Obviously a complete legal union is neither possible nor desirable"; but adding a footnote 14, which stated that commercial law is and exception).
86. See infra Part II.B. 87. See Ciocea, Dbrescu & Cismaru, supra note 76, at 187 ("Most probably, the most fruitful analysis will be that of promoting globalization (including cultural globalization) as modernization."); see also David Nelken, Signaling Conformity: Changing Norms in process," 88 and modernity "involves reflexivity, departing from tradition, changing the structure of social relations"; 89 it follows that "[m]odernity is inherently globalizing." 90 Watson's analogy in Legal Transplants: An Approach to Comparative Law is particularly helpful in explaining why interpreting globalization to be synonymous with modernization would be proper in the context of legal transplants:
[L]aw like technology is very much the fruit of human experience. Just as very few people have thought of the wheel yet once invented its advantages can be seen and the wheel used by many, so important legal rules are invented by a few people or nations, and once invented their value can readily be appreciated, and the rules themselves adopted for the needs of many nations. 91 In Waston's analogy, the reason why the idea of the wheel spreads globally is that it serves a need that all members of the global society share, and represents a value that all members of the global society recognize; it is human progress. The process of taking the idea of the wheel and developing it into different forms is modernization.
The latest developments in China's evidence legislation movement are reflective of such a modernization process. Influenced by the global legal culture, 92 drafters of the 2008 and 2012 Evidence Provisions took inspiration from other legal systems, injected new elements reflecting human progress into the Chinese legal system, and adapted these elements to local traditions and characteristics. 
III. ANALYSIS OF THE 2008 EVIDENCE PROVISIONS AND THE 2012 EVIDENCE PROVISIONS
In the field of evidence law, the need to ascertain the truth is universally shared, and the values of fairness, efficiency, and human rights are globally recognized. 93 The 2008 Evidence Provisions and the 2012 Evidence Provisions both adopt elements in U.S. evidence law that foster these values in the legal transplant process, but each showed variations on some levels. The following concepts had not existed in the Chinese legal system before the Movement.
A. Establishing an Evidence Rule System
The idea of systemizing evidence law and providing more technical details, inspired by the FRE, reflects the values of fairness and efficiency. A rational and logical evidence rule system will help limit judges' discretionary powers, and hence increase consistency and reduce uncertainty. This is especially important in developing countries such as China, because "uncertainty related to the application of the law-due to discretionary power and the inefficient administration of justice-is increasing transaction costs and fostering corruption." 94 A unified and specialized statute for evidence is unprecedented in China. Some Chinese scholars opposed the idea of enacting an evidence statute in China; their strongest argument is that China's court system is separated into specialized divisions (e.g., civil and commercial court, criminal court, administrative court, and so forth), a feature that U.S. courts do not share. 95 However, given the striking overlap among evidence rules scattered in the various procedural statutes, as discussed in Part I above, perhaps the contention that countries in the civil law system cannot have an evidence statute results from academic inertia or prejudice that fails to see the necessity to modernize the system. 
B. Exclusionary Rules
The exclusionary rules serve to protect individual rights. The 2008 Evidence Provisions have four provisions pertaining to the exclusion of illegally obtained evidence in criminal cases 97 , and the 2012 Evidence Provisions have eleven provisions regarding exclusionary rules 98 . Both Provisions prohibit forced self-incrimination. 99 In fact, the newly amended 2012 Criminal Procedure Law has already added similar rules for the first time in a formal statute in China. 100 In the past, due to heavy reliance on confession in criminal prosecutions, torture and forced confession were prevalent in criminal cases and led to a number of wrongful convictions. 101 During the past decade, Chinese scholars and practitioners devoted increasing attention to China's international obligation to protect the human rights of the accused, as expressed in international treaties. 102 Gradually, a consensus was formed that criminal defendants have human rights, and exclusionary rules are necessary to ensure these rights. However, this consensus did not come easily for the public in China.
In a high profile case occurring about ten years ago, a lower court initially found an accused mafia leader not guilty because the prosecution's key evidence was found to be a forced confession-namely, an admission of guilt that the police obtained through torturing the accused. 103 Massive media coverage of this decision stirred up widespread criticism from the public-they believed that a mafia leader 97 deserved nothing short of a death sentence. 104 The Supreme People's Court, faced with public pressure, reheard the case, reversed the lower courts' ruling, and sentenced the defendant to death. 105 The defense attorney suffered intense media and public attacks; even some of his fellow attorneys despised him for zealously representing his client and, in their view, failing to "represent justice." 106 At the time, although China had started reforming its criminal procedure law, the local culture did not accept the idea that a "bad guy" may have legitimate rights that deserve protection. During more recent years, under the influence of global legal culture, public opinion in China has become more receptive to the exclusionary rules. 107 This eventual change in perception among the Chinese people exemplifies that when local culture is at odds with globally recognized values, the more frequent exchanges of ideas around the world may help modernize the local culture and facilitate changes in the local law.
The 2008 Evidence Provisions and the 2012 Evidence Provisions both exclude unlawfully obtained evidence in not only criminal cases, but also civil and administrative cases. 108 This may be an effort to further emphasize individual rights in China's legal reform.
C. Privilege and Confidentiality
Privilege and confidentiality rules protect individual rights by ensuring free communications within a relationship of trust and confidence. Although not previously recognized in the Chinese legal system, the concept of privilege and confidentiality were recently introduced into the system through legislation. In 2007, the Standing Committee of the People's Congress added a confidentiality rule in the Lawyer Law, which states, "An attorney shall keep confidential state secrets, trade secrets, and clients' privacy that she learned during the representation; an attorney shall keep confidential circumstances and information, the disclosure of which her client or other people do not desire." 109 The 2012 Criminal Procedure Law added an article providing that "a defense attorney has the right to keep confidential circumstances and information regarding the client that the defense attorney learned during the representation." 110 In U.S. law, the concept of "privilege" differs from that of "confidentiality." The attorney-client privilege provided in the FRE protects confidential communications between an attorney and his client from being disclosed to in a judicial or other proceeding, "in which a lawyer may be called as a witness or otherwise required to produce evidence concerning a client." 111 The goal is to allow the client to freely communicate with her attorney for legal advice without fearing that such communications may prejudice the client in the future. The client, rather than the attorney, is the holder of the privilege-namely, the client is the person who is authorized to claim the privilege. Also, such privilege can be considered waived, sometimes involuntarily or inadvertently, because of partial disclosure of information. 112 Different from the attorney-client privilege rule, the confidentiality rule provided in the ABA Model Rules of Professional Conduct, "applies in situations other than those where evidence is sought from the lawyer through compulsion of law." 113 The confidentiality rule protects not only matters communicated in confidence by the client, but also "all information relating to the representation, whatever its source." Confidentiality may not be waived unless the client gives informed consent or otherwise required by the law or the ethics rules. 114 Both the 2008 Evidence Provisions and the 2012 Evidence Provisions include rules that are labeled "attorney-client privilege." The scope of the privilege is quite different between the two documents. However, neither document seems to distinguish "privilege" from "confidentiality."
Although both Provisions have articles entitled "attorney-client privilege," the 2008 Evidence Provisions protect "confidential communications" between an attorney and his client, 115 while the 2012 Evidence Provisions protect "circumstances and information regarding the client that the attorney learned during the representation." 116 118 As discussed above, the confidentiality concept in U.S. law protects more information than the privilege concept in U.S. law; therefore, the 2012 Evidence Provisions provide a broader scope of protection than provided by the 2008 Evidence Provisions. Interestingly, both Provisions refer to the attorney-client privilege as an attorney's right, contrary to the common law belief that such privilege is held by the client. Neither document provides rules regarding waiver of privileges or confidentiality. Both Provisions provide an "immediate relative privilege," which is a variation of the marital communication privilege found in U.S. law. In addition to protecting the relationship between spouses, the 2008 Evidence Provisions and the 2012 Evidence Provisions extend such a privilege to parents and children. 119 The protected scope of this immediate relative privilege is not limited to "communications" between the witness and the defendant-rather, both Provisions describe the immediate relative privilege as an absolute immunity to testify against the protected relative. 120 Therefore, it is much broader than that of the U.S. marital privilege. The traditional culture in China features an extremely close and trusting relationship between parents and children, often even to a greater extent than a spousal relationship. The creation of such an "immediate relative privilege" is in line with the value that privilege rules protect, and it reflects the reality and characteristics of China's society.
In addition, the 2008 Evidence Provisions contain psychiatrist's privilege, judge's privilege, secret agent's privilege, and so forth. 121 
D. Relevance and Admissibility
The concepts of relevance and admissibility represent a logical, 123 coherent, and standardized terminology system that is recognized not only in common law, but also in international documents. 124 To use such a terminology system serves the values of efficiency and fairness by ensuring consistency and reducing randomness in evaluating evidence. 125 Both the 2008 Evidence Provisions and the 2012 Evidence Provisions adopt the concepts of relevance and admissibility in various provisions. The relevance and admissibility rules found in the 2008 Evidence Provisions resemble their FRE counterparts. 126 The 2012 Evidence Provisions combine the relevance and admissibility requirements into one rule; it stripped the balancing test found in the FRE, which weighs probative value against prejudice and waste of time, 127 and replaced it with language requiring a holistic analysis of all evidence. 128 This might be an attempt to streamline the rule system.
In addition, both Provisions also adopt rules limiting the admissibility of certain types of evidence for a specific purpose-namely, the equivalent of FRE rules regarding subsequent remedial measures and compromise offers. 129 In China, an "administrative proceeding" is an action brought by a private party before a court to challenge a decision made by an administrative agency specifically against the private party. As will be discussed below, in such an action, the government bears the burden to prove that its action was legitimate. Interestingly, both Provisions limit the use of certain evidence by the government to prove the legitimacy of a state action in an administrative proceeding. 130 For example, the government defendant in an administrative proceeding, in satisfying its burden to prove that its action against the private plaintiff was legitimate, cannot use evidence acquired after the challenged administrative decision or evidence acquired through depriving private parties' legally protected rights. 131 This creative element reveals the drafters' intention to balance the powers between the two parties in an administrative action-a private party versus the government-by supplementing the protective measures afforded to the private party, who would otherwise be disadvantaged.
E. Standard of Proof
The concept of the standard of proof is alien to the Chinese legal system. Prior to the 2012 amendments to the Criminal Procedure Law, which mentioned the phrase "beyond a reasonable doubt," 132 no statute had provided for the standard of proof.
The 2008 Evidence Provisions and the 2012 Evidence Provisions both provide for standards of proof in criminal proceedings, civil proceedings, and administrative proceedings.
For criminal proceedings, both Provisions adopt the "beyond a reasonable doubt" standard. 133 For civil proceedings, neither document borrowed the "preponderance of the evidence" standard from common law. Rather, the 2008 Evidence Provisions adopt a "high probability" standard for civil cases, 134 When both parties produce conflicting evidence regarding the same fact but neither has enough basis to rebut the other, the court shall look at the circumstances of the case, decide whether one side's evidence carries significantly more weight than the other side's, and confirm the evidence that carries more weight."). This provision provides for a method of weighing evidence rather than an actual standard of proof. See discussion of "weight of evidence" infra Part III.F.3.
136. In China, an "administrative proceeding" is an action brought by a private party before the court to challenge a decision made by an administrative agency specifically the 2012 Evidence Provisions require the administrative agency (i.e., the defendant) to prove "beyond a reasonable doubt" the legality of its administrative decisions in question; however, the 2008 Evidence Provisions allow the "high probability" standard under certain exceptions, whereas the 2012 Evidence Provisions do not provide any exceptions. 137 The heightened standard for administrative proceedings, again, shows an effort to balance the powers between the two parties in an administrative action. This is in line with the values of fairness and individual rights.
F. Hearsay
The 2008 Evidence Provisions adopt the concept of hearsay and used language substantially similar to FRE rules in its hearsay section. 138 However, in the 2012 Evidence Provisions, the drafters chose to leave out the hearsay rules. 139 The reason is probably multi-fold:
Practical Considerations
In China, witnesses are often extremely reluctant to testify in court. 140 Although there may be other factors at play, scholars believed that this reluctance is mainly attributable to the Chinese cultural tradition of avoiding public confrontation. 141 According to several surveys conducted in 2005 to 2007, the average rate of witness appearance in court was consistently less than 1%. 142 Although the 2012 Evidence Provisions attempt to encourage witness appearances in court by providing mechanisms to protect the privacy, identity, and physical safety of the witness, low appearance rates remain a problem.
In contrast to the U.S. legal system, where courts may hold witnesses in contempt of court when they fail to comply with summonses, the current Chinese legal system does not have rules to hold the witnesses accountable when they fail to appear in court.
Judges' Dual Role
In the U.S. legal system, distinctions are drawn between matters of fact and matters of law. Matters of law are exclusively decided by judges, whereas matters of facts are decided by juries in jury trials (or by judges in bench trials). Under U.S. rules of evidence, although hearsay evidence is generally excluded from consideration in the factfinding process, judges are allowed to consider hearsay for certain issues such as admissibility-because admissibility is considered a matter of law. 143 Also, the U.S. hearsay rules presume exclusion first, and then provide numerous exceptions that effectively allow admission of most hearsay evidence for the fact-finding process. However, in the Chinese legal system, no jury exists, and no distinctions are drawn between matters of fact and matters of law. Judges are both finders of fact and deciders of legal issues. Thus, it may be less confusing and more efficient to use an alternative mechanism to manage the reliability of evidence in the Chinese legal system.
A Weight of Evidence System
As an alternative to the approach taken in the U.S., the 2012 Evidence Provisions provide a weight of evidence system that ranks the weight of different types of evidence and compares related evidence against each other. 144 Instead of completely excluding certain evidence whose veracity cannot be ascertained, this system requires corroborating evidence for suspicious evidence to be admissible. This would allow more opportunities for judges to consider the evidence in a holistic manner, which would foster the values of fairness and efficiency. evidence collection and investigation, judicial authentication, concurrent confrontation.
Whether the 2012 Evidence Provisions project will generate a third draft in 2015 as planned, whether one of the experimental drafts actually will be promulgated by the Supreme People's Court, and whether one of the drafts will eventually become China's first evidence statute, remain to be seen. Regardless of whether enacted into law, the experimental drafting processes undertaken in the 2008 Evidence Provisions and in the 2012 Evidence Provisions are steps along a trail to legal modernity: China is reshaping its identity in the global legal society as a participant that strives to achieve fairness, efficiency, and better protection for individual rights; this experience demonstrates a kind of legal transplant that is an evolutionary process re-creating the local culture by incorporating modern values in a way unique to the people.
China's new development in establishing its evidence law system represents a milestone in its ongoing effort to modernize its legal system. Moving forward, it is logical to expect that the Chinese legal system will further embrace the global legal culture in not only the design of procedural rules, but also judicial independence, and the way lawyers practice law. This modernization process will likely shape China's new identity in the global legal society, adding to the diversity of the modern legal landscape.
